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In a single quastionnaire, stuients reported thneir

ideal fregquency of occurrence (I-scores) for common teaching
behaviors, the observed frequency of occurrence (O-scores), their
avaluation of an Youtstanding" to "poor" scale for each hehavior
axpressedq as a teac..ing attribu*e (E-score), and stheir overall
~valuation of the instructor, A discrepancy score (D-score) was
compu*ed for each studen® as ¢he absolute difference between the
T-=core and "-score for each behavior. The data showed thrt T-score
rosponsss were vaeriable among stud~nt respondents, but tha. the
dist¢ribution of T-scoras did not substantially vary with respect to
aither course con*~nt, course leveml, sex of student, anticipated
qrade, or overall avaluation of the teacher., The discrepancy
hypothesis would predict significant D-score vs, FE-score corralations
in the ovsrall population and also for each I-score subpopulation
(lefined by their I-score response towvard a given behavior).
Correlations wera significant for only those having an I-score c% an
~xtreme and of the frequency scale, suggesting that a strict
discrepancy process is no* being used by all student raters.
Alternative hypotheses are discussed. (Author)




CED O4aL3&\ ks
S - BEST COPY AVMLRBLE . I
Final Report
¢ Project No., 283089

Grant No. OBG-2-2-21089

Cherles F, Levinthal
Department of Psychology
Hofstra University
Hempstead, New York 11550

”

AN&&&ALYSIS OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION PROCESS

May 15, 197k

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

National Institutes of LEducation

« . TN Co3 Fup

Washington, D. C. 20208




SRS

B

Y ' Abstract

One conception of teacher evaluation treats an
evaluative Judgment (E) as a result of estimating the
diserepancy between the instructor's observed frequency of
behavior (0) and the ideal frequency (I). In a single
questionnairce, studentis reported their ideal frequency of
occurrence (I-scores) for common teaching behaviors, the

¢ observed frequency of occurrence (O-scores), their evalua-
tion on an "outstanding" to "poor" scale for each behavior
expressed as & teaching attribute (E-score), and their
overall evaluation of the instruetor. A discrepancy score
(Descore) was computed for each student as the absolute
difference between the I-score and O-score for each be-
havior, :

The data showed that I-score responses were variabdle
among student respondents, but that the distridbution of I-
scores did not substantially vary with respect to either

course content, course level, sex of student, anticipated
grade or overall evaluation of the teacher.

The diserepancy hypothesis would predict signrifi-
cant D-score v3., E-score correlstions ir the overall popu-
lation and also for each I-score subpopulation (defined by
their I-score response toward a given hehavior). Correla-
tions were significant for only those having an I-score at
an extreme end of the frequency scale, suggesting tha: a
strict discrepancy process is not being used by all student
raters. Alternative hypotheses are discussed.
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A, Overall objective: The fundamental question of
this project has been the validity and usefulness of the idea
that teacher evaluation is the estimate of discrepancy hetween
ideal behavior and real {observed) behavior in an educational
setting, end that teacher evaluation procedures should incor-
porate such a discrepancy analysis.

B, Terminology: Although a more detailed discussion
is found in the Proposal (Pp. 12-1k4), a brief description of
the variables studied in this project follows, for the con-
venience of the reader.

1) I-scores. For each teaching behavior, what fre-
quency ("almost always," "often," "occasionally," "seldom,"
"almost never") of occurrence does the evaluator (student)
prefer? '

~ 2) O-scores. For each teaching behavior, what fre-
quency ("almost always," "oftea," etc.) of occurrence has the

evaluator (student) observed?

3) E-scores. For each teaching attridbute, what
evaluative assessment ("Outstanding," "good," "adequate,"
"fair," "poor") would fit the teacher?

4) D-scores. The computed absclute difference
between the I-score and the O-score for each behavior.

5) BS~scores. For each teaching attribute, how
important (salient) would an evaluation on that attribute be
on an overall evaluation of the teacher ("Of next to no impor-
tance," "Not very important," "Of only moderate importance,"
"Important," "Extremely important").

6) Er~-scores. What overall assessment of teach-
ing effectiveness could be made ("outstanding.," "good," etc.)
2f the teacher,.

C. §Some Core Questions: Although the outcome of the
project will be presented in roughly chronological form, there
1s a cluster of fundamental issues that will be analyzed in

more than one of the studies. They are presen“ed here and
will be discussed later as a whole in the Conclusions section.

1) What are the characteristics of I-scores? Are
they variable (i.e., do they reveal a lack of unanimity re-

-l—
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garding ideal?) and, if thoy are, ie the distribution of l- .
acores in a student sample stable over time, over differences
in subject matter, subject levei, an. student characteristics?

2) Are indilvidual item responses related to an
estimation of overall teaching ability? Specifically =are
I~scores, O-scores, k-scores and D~scores correlated to
Ep-scores? Are they independent?

3) How is the D-score related to the E~score? 1Is
the D v8. E association closer than when one relates the more
traditional O-~score with the E-score?

k) Does a computed aggregate of E-scores (such as
an arithmetic mean) or a similarly computed aggregate cf D-
scores -approximate the E,-score better than a single item?
Does it help to weigh each item response by the appropriate
S-score?

D. Procedure and results of a preliminary study (code:

QEA):

——

1) Rationale: The intention of this preliminary
study was to test out a collection of 30 teaching behaviors
(see Appendix B) for clarity and reasonableness, and to obtain

a collection of I-scores.

2) Sample characteristicg: The student sample con-
sisted of LT Hofstra University undergraduate biology-major
seniors reacting in one classroom to & single instructor. The
course involved was of a combination of advanced lecture and
laboratory.

3) Questionnaire procedure: I-c¢cores were obtained
by presenting a list of teaching behaviors with instructions.
The general instructions are reproduced in Appendix A. All
responses were made on an Opt-Scan response sheet and analyzed
via computer.

L) Results: I-score responses are shown in
Appendix B on the line marked "OEA. Almost all thirty bve-~

heviors revealed variable I-scores to some degree. In Items
11 and 29, however, I-scores were virtually unanimous.

Questionnaire procedures and directions proved satis-
factory. Student reactions to individusl items were faveorable
except with regard to Item 24 (should bpe neatly dressed), where
9 out of L7 students objected strongly enougilt to omit a response
to tne question.
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E. Procedure and results of the first study (Codo: ORL):

1)~ Rationale: The intcnticn of OBI was to present

. the 30 teaching bvehaviors in several classes, to calleet
I-scores based upon the behaviors, and to obtain the overall
evaluation of the finstructor (Ep-score). The objectives were

’ (1) to anscertain the stability of Il-scores as the subject
matter and subject level changed, (2) to test the independence
of I-scores with the Ep-score, through correlation, and (3) to
ascertain whether presentation order in the questionnaire could
affeect I~scores.

2) SamEle characteristics: The student semple in

OEIl consisted of  THofstra University undergraduates in one
of four classroom situations: (1) an introductory Art listory

class, (2) an advanced Art History class, (3) an introductory

Math class or (4) an advanced Math class. Bouh levels of each
subject area were taught by the same instructor. The subjects
above were chosen for their dissimilarity in philosophy and in
approach. :

3) ‘uaestionnaire procadure: I-scores in OEI were
obteined by presenting the same list of teaching behavior as
used in OEA, with the same directions and response format
(Appendix A). Ep-scores were also obtained (See Appendix C).

Eech class group was divided randomly into three
order groups, by dividing the 30 hehaviors into sets (designed
A, B, and C) of 10 each, and assigning one of ihree orders
(ABC, BCA, CAB) of the sets to each order group.

4) Data snalysis: Differences in mean I-score due
to classroom situation for each of 30 teaching behaviors were
tested via a 2X2 analvsis of varisnce (ANOVA) procedure, with
two levels of subject matter {Math vs. Art History) and two

levels of subject level (Introductory vs. Advanced). To
determine I-score vs. Ep-score independence, correlational
tests were performed, Chi-square analysis investigated the

relationship of three guestionnaire orders and the T-score
response distribution for each item.

5) Results: I-gscore responses are shown in
Appendix B on the line marked "OEI." As in OEA, aimost all
thirty behaviors revealed variable I-scores to so..e degree.,
Discussion of I-score distributions in OEI ys. I-score dis-
tributions in OEA will be deferred until 8ection H.

With regard to the influences of subject area, and
subjJect level on I-scores of the 30 teaching behaviors studied,

-3
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the analysisiresulta is shown in Appendix D, SubJect airea

as a variable~influenced only I-scores for Items 3, 7, 8, 27
and 30, Bublect-level as a variable influenced only I-scores:
for Item 22, The iuteraction of Area and Level influenced

only I-scores of Items 5, 13 gnd 25, In all, only nine F-tests
out of ninety performed (10%) ‘were significant at the .05 level.
Since by chance alone, 5% would have been significant, it is
concluded that the § significant tests are not relieble enough
for a detailed examinatlon here. Tentatively, one may con-
clude that subjJect lcvel and subjlect area, as dissimilar as
Maeth and Art History, have only miuimal effects on I[-scores

for th» 30 behaviors ¢ -3{ed here.

corzrelacic. te tg u 08 ftu -« . Len of the 30
I--9cores tvo the hy-seore revew.lea seven (& &) siinitvicant as -
sociazions {(Items 1, * 1¢. 12, 13, 15, and &3). Since 23%
(7/30; was nat signitica .tly different from 5% i-<ic.ad fre.
charge {(t-test fur prec.o-:ions), further di-ecug-ion of the
rarti~ular significant I-«cores does not =.&  carrante” ire-

porved ba Appin.ix e ou L LUL)

Ar.lyete ¢ 10 ~ tests 4« - fiferenctes in I-sco
fer esct of thivty ite .. vovirtue f reervoagrovp reveald  d ¢
8 S1LALC wiwldl.drert Ure 'w o ivoes A{npe TLorm 1), Since 1 or ¥
signitficant order-gmcup er.:ecs  .la nswe Leer proaicted by
chance alone (given the .05 level of significance) from F-tasts
performed, the particular significence cited here was ignored.

‘.
- o

F. Proceda

—

p

'rooan’ resvlits of t: ss-ond _study iCode:

i

1) Ritiomsle. %ince CE° z-a OLI had laid the gi.
work for accepting the I-score as a somewhat reliable measurc,
the intention of OEIT was te present 7t teeching behaviors in
each of two individual aguestionnaire forwms, administered
simultaneously) and obtain, not only l-scores, but E, 0, D, S5,
and Er-scores as well, In addition, demographic information
of the student was obtained for later analysis (Appendix F).

2) Sample characteristics: The student sample in

OEII consisted of 132 Nassau Community College undergraduates
all having in one of five sections the same Psychology instruc-
tor, with 65 having one set of 10 behaviors and 67 having the
other set of 10 behaviors. Questionnaire administration time
necessitated the division of test items to sets of 10. The two
groups were relatively equivalent in sex, school class, major/
nonmeajor distintion, and expected grade from the course.

In the results to be reported bLelow in OEII, the 20
ltems will be analyzed us u single group, regardless of whieh

g




set of 10 each item belonged.

3) Questionnaire procedure:. Behaviors in ORII
were taken from earlier studied ones in OEA and ORI (Ttems
1,3, 5, T4 8, 10, 12, 13, 14, 1%, 16, 18, 19, 21, 22, 2%,
27, 28, 29, and 30). The™nstructions regarding l-scores,
E-scores, O-scores, and S~-scores are reproduced in Appendix
Gy, H, and J respectively. The genecral directions are re-
produced in Appendix K. Wording of questions for OEII and
OEIIT studies are shown in Appendix L.°

D=-scores were computed from the lI-scores and O-
scores of each item.

4) Data analysis: In OEII, the issue of inde=-
pendence of I-scores, O-scores, D-scores, and E-scores, from
the Ep-score 'was engaged via correlational tests. In addition,
the possible influence of the student's sex and anticipated
grade upon the above scores was tested via a 2X3 ANOVA design,

with two levels of sex (male or female) and three levels of
anticipated grade (A, B, C or lower).

5) Results: With regard to I-scores in OEII, cor-
relations with Er-scores revealed significant results in only
two of the possible twenty items (Items 12 and 25) as depicted
in Appendix €. The distributions themselves are reported in

Appendix B on the line marked "OEII." The ANOVA results on
the demographic effects are seen in Appendix M, showing one

significant effect (an interaction of sex and grade) in Item
18, out of & possible sixty tests. The minimal effects upon
I-scores adds & substantial degree of confirmation earlier
tests of stability performed on OEA and OEI.

In contrast, with respect to E-scores in OEII,
significant correlations with Ep-scores, depicted in Appendix
€, were frequently observed. Eighteen items showed a signifi-
cant relationship between Ep-score and E-score., In only two
cases, Item 13 and 25, was independence indicated. The ANOVA
results on the demographic effects of sex and anticipated grade
are seen in Appendix M. Significance was seen in six items out
of the twenty (Items S, 19, 1k, 21, 22, and 29)., Sex was &
factor for evaluatively reacting to how the instructor followed
an outline (Item 21). Anticipasted grade influenced the rating
on stating material (Item 5), descripticn of course require-
ments (Item 10), out-goingness (Item 1L4), and clarity of
explanation (Item 22). An interaction effect was seen regard-
ing the instructor's friendliness rating (Item 29).

With respect to O-scores in OEII, significant cor-

-5-
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relations with Ep-scores, depicted in Appendix &, were
observed in twelve out of the twenty items {(Items 1, 5, 8,

13, ik, 15, 16, 18, 22, 27, 28, and 30), with coefficients
ranging from +.25 to +.52., Independence from Lp-score was
indicated in how frequently the instructor assigned homework
(Item 3), displayed intellectusl broadness (Item 7), des~-
eribed course requirements (Item 10), was sarcastic (Item 12),
was flexible (Item 19), followed an outline (Item 21), over-
demanded (Item 25) and wes-unfriendly (Item 29). The ANOVA~
results for the demographic effects are seen in Appendix M.
Significance was achieved in six items out of a possible
twenty. Sex was a factor in estimating how frequently *the
instructor generated excitement (Item 8) and followed an
outline (Item 21). Anticipated grade influenced observa-
tions regarding organization (Item 13), outgoing behavior
(Item 14) and level of presentation (Item 30). No interaction
effects were observed. ‘

With respect to D-scores in OEII, only eight of the
correlations with Ep-score were significant (depicted in
Appendix €). Twelve items were independent of the Ep-score
with regard to their D-scores. As will be discussed later,
the fewer number of significant D-score correlations with
Er-scores relative to significant E-score correlations may
bode well for the possible use of D-scores in evaluation.
The ANOVA tests for D-scores were not performed.

While an extended survey of the results of OEII will
Le deferred until after the description of OEIII, a few
statements can be made here. When correlations are compared
between various scores and the ET-score, one sees the E-score
as having the most frequent associations (18), followed in
frequency by O-scores ?12), and D-scores (8)., I-scores car-
ried the least frequent statistical associations (2) with the

Er-score. One sees in part a similar relatlonship in the ANOVA
results. The F-scores and O-scores were relatively more
affected by the sex of +he student and the anticipated grade
than were I-scores. D-scores were not & part of the analysis
in OEII.

G. Procedure and results of the third study (Code: OEIII):

1) Rationale: Ano*her study was undertaken prin-
cipally as a replication and extension of OEII. In OEIII, a
larger population received a total of 10 teaching behaviors
and the usual I, E, O, D, 5, and Er-scores were obtained.
Demographic influences as well as iIndependence from the Eg-

score were investigated in OEIII as in OEII.

-6
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2) spample oharacteriatica: fThe student zample in
CEYIT consisted of 101 Nasaau Community Collepge utidergradurter
all having in one of five sections the same Paveohology (o
structor. o

3) Quectionnaire procedure: Udehaviors in OkIIl

. were taken from one of the two sets studied in OETI. This
ingluded the ten behaviors.of Items 8, 12, 1k, 15, 19, 21,
254 27, 29, and 30 (Appendix &). 'The sane procedure and in-
structions were used in OEIII as was usci in OFII (Appendix F
thfough X). v

L) Results: idhe distributions ¢! j-scores in

OE[III are described in Appendix B, on the line marked "OEIII,"
for tiue ten behaviors studied. Only one correlation of an
I'lscore witn the Ep-~score (Item 21) was observed (Appendix &).
S5ince zero or one correlation out of 10 might result from
cifance aione, Lhis single correlation was ignored. The ANOVA
tgsts for influence of sex.and anticipated grade on I~-score
sitowed significance in Iter 8 (generating excitement) and 27
\fip-to-date competence), (Appendix M).

with respect to E-scores in OXIII, significant cor-
rlelations with the E.-s2ore were observei in eight of the ten

iftems (Items 8, 14, 15, 19, 21, 27, 29, and 30), as depicted

iln Appendix €. Item 12 (related to the instructor's sarcasm)

ni 25 (over-demandedness) had F-scores which were independent

£ the Um-score, The ANOVA results on demographic influences

2 JEIII revealed only Item 27 having any sex, anticipated grade
intecaction eftect (Appendix M), out of 30 F-tests performed.

\ggain, due to possible chance effects, the single significance

was ignored.

With respect to O-scores in OEIII, significant cor-
relations with the Egp-score were observed in eight of the ten
,items (Items &, 12, 14, 15, 19, 27, 29, and 30) as depicted
in Appendix €. Items 21 (related to following an outline) and
25 (related to over-demanding) had O-scores independent of the
kp-score. The ANOVA results (Appendix M) revealed none of the
10 items having O-scores that were significantly influenced by
either sex or anticipated grade.

With respect to D-scores in OEIII, significant cor-
relations with the Ep-score were observed in seven of the ten
~items (Items 8, 12, 15, 19, 27, 29, and 30), as depicted in
Appendix €. Items 1L (related to outgoingness), 21 (related
to following an outline) and 25 (related to over-demanding)
had D-scores independent of the Lp-score. The ANOVA results
for demographic infiuences (Appendix M) revealed that sex was

-7-
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a significant factor for De-scores on Ttem 8 (generating ex-
citement) and 19 (flexibility) and ar interaction effect of
sex and anticipated grade was seen in the D-scores for Item
' 19 (flexibility).

While an extended survey of the results of OEIII
. will te deferred to a later section (Section I), a few state-

ments can be made here. When correlations are compared be-
tween various scores and the Ep-score, one sees that, as in

OKI1I, the I-scores carriea the least frequent statistical
associations (1 out of 10) with the Eg-score. Couparilsons
regarding the other scores are less clear-cut in CEIII than
in OfIl. In OrIILl, it was seen that L-scores had 8 out of
10 possible associations significant at the .05 level, O-
scores also having 8 out of 10, and D-scores having 7 out of
L0. A clearer picture, howeéver, will emerge in Section I
when OEII and OEIII results are directly compared.

H, 1=-score distributions and characteristics in OEA,
OLI, CulI and OBIII:

v

The distributions of I-scores from as many as four
stuiies (ten behaviors were analyzed in OEA, OEI, OEL, OEII,
and OKIII) ere seer in Appendix B. Since the studeni sample
of OBA and OEI differed substantially from that of OLII and
OBIII, it seems nost reasonable to look at the latter two sets
5f distributions as & test for I-score distribution reliability
acide from possible changes due to population differences.
Appendix ¥ abstracts from Appendix B those ten behaviors studied
in. btoth OEII and OEIII. While Chi-Square tests were not per-
formed on the pairs of distributions, each member of the pair
matches the other to a substantial degree, '

Correlational tests of I-scores with the ET-score
in OEI, OKII and OEIII &are summarized in Appendix 0. It is

clear that correlations of I-score and Em~scores are pre-
dominantly nomnsignificant. It seems also instructive to point

out that none of the 10 significant correlations of any one
study was replicated. One may then conclude that I-scores are
indepenaent of the over-all evaluation of an instructor,.

The ANOVA tests of demographic influence in OEIIL

andg OEIII are summarized, again in a box-score format, in
Appendix O, Clearly sex and anticipated grade have next to

no influence on I-scores.

0, and D-score correlations wWith

. I. Comperisons of 1, D
1

2
the mm-score in OEII and OEIII:

In the results sections of OEII and OEIII, it was
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noted that the comparable extent of gtatistical association

~with Ep-scores for I, E, O, and D~scores was not.consistent

as one analyzed OEII vs. ORIIL data (Appendix B). To obtain

A clearer picture, it was first noted that for some of the 10
items in both OEIT and OEIIT guestionnaires, a significant re-
sult in OEII was not observed in ORIII and, of course, vice

versa, :

Snecifically, consistent results were obtained for
T out of 10 I vs. Eqp correlations, T out of 10 O vs. Eg
correletions, 9 out of 10 E vs. Lp correlations, and T out
of 10 D vs. ET correlations. From those correlations thnat
save consistent answers (e.g., were replicated) regarding sig-
nificance vs. nongignificance, & conservative comparissn of
I, ¥, 0, and D-scores can be made.

Significant (at the .05 level) associations with the
inp-score were obtained for O out of 7 I vs. Ep. correlations,
v out of 9 E vs. kg correlations, 5 out of 7 0 vs. Ep cor-
reclations and 4 out of 7 D vs. En correlations. It is note-
worthy that the E-score has a substantially greater association’
with the Ep~score than has the D-score., It is also resdily

apparent that the I-score has virtually no association with the
L1-score.,

»

J. Relationship of D-scores and E-scores in OEIIl and
onIII

In the proposal (Pp. 4-8), the concept of discrepancy
“imation was proposed as & model of evaluation in teacher
rating situations. Although mention was made there of the
C. il. Coombs ideas about discrepancy scores (D-scores in this
project), it seems advantageous to restate some of his theore-
tical predictions and those of some competing conceptions.

1) fTheoretical models and their predictions:
According to a theory of cognitive discrepancy, the I-score
point represents a reference point from which evaluational
statements are derived. The theory asserts that & student's
evaluation of some teaching attribute is formed by estimating
the discrepancy between his ideal for behavior related to that

attribute and what the student sees his teacher do. Yhen the
real-ideal discrepancy, or absolute difference between his

ideal point and his observation point, is small, the teacher
gets a high rating ("superior," "excellent") and if the
teacher's behavior is far from the student's ideal, the dis~-

crepancy 1s large and the teacher sets a low evaluation
("poor," "incompetent”). The fcrmula for a discrepancy theory

(Formula 1) is the following:
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E-scorey = |O~-scorey = I-scorey

-

X = particular teaching attridbute or behavior.

The representation of the discrepancy formula on & rating

* scale is given in Figure 1, where it is seen that Student A
hag evaluated the instructor more favorably than has Student
B.

The discrepancy analysis also asserts that two
people, both giving a particularly bad rating ("poor"™) of an
instructor, may have estimated two different discrepancies /
if the two raters started out with different reference points
or I-scores. In Figure 2, Student A has his I-score in the
middle of the distribution of possible ideals. When a dis-
crepancy between I, and O is calculated, the distance is the
maximum that can ve derjived given the distribution of possible
‘observations and the particular I of Student A. On the other
hend, gtudent B with his I-score to the extreme end of the
distribution of possivle .ideals, in Figure 2, would perceive
& discrepancy between Iy and OB as the maximum that could be
derived given the distridbution of possible observations and
his particular I (that of Student B). Since both students
A and B perceived maximum discrepancies from their respective
I-points, both students would rate (E-score) the instructor
as "poor." In other words, scemingly ideritical E-scores
would be produced even though they reflect very different
0 vs. I discrepancies (D-scores).

. An empirical test of the discrepancy theory described ¢
above is twofold. Firast, if the E-score is calculated by the
rater relative to the rater's personal I-score on some behavior,
then there should be a significant correlation between the
D-score and E-score on each behavior for all students, no
matter where the I-score lies. Since high D-scores imply a
large discrepancy and high E-scores are measured by the scales
used in OEII and OEIII (See Appendix H), the correlations pre-
dicted by descrepancy theory would be positive in nature. The
D vs. E-score correlations in OEII and OEIII will be reported
for all students as well as for students broken down into the
five possible categories of I-score response. Second, 1f the
identical E-scores may indeed be dissimilar discrepancy scores,
then one may observe average (mean) D-scores, which have a
common E-score, varying systematically by virtue of the I-score
of the rater. The mean D-scores of every behavior in OEII

y and OEIII will be reported for all castegories of E-score and
all categories of I-score.

An aslternative explanation for the original student
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Figure 1., A hypothetical scale~-rating of one teacher by
two hypothetical students.
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evaluations, in direct opposition to real-ideal discrepancy
theory, 18 the assertion that E-scores are not derived from
a.personal ideal but rather derived for all raters from a
common reference point. This commen reference point would be
the extreme end point of the frequency scale. The formulas
for the non-discrepancy theory (Formula 2) is the following

E-scorey = ofscorex - K

X = particular teaching attribute or behavior.
= extreme end of the frequency continuum.

The contrast between two theories of student evalua-
tions is apparent in Figure 1, where it is seen that, if
Formula 1 were true, the E-score from Student A would be
better than the E-score from Student B, but that, if Formuls
2 were true, the E-~score from Student B would be better than
Student A.

In analogy to the discussion above, an empirical
test for non-discrepancy theory would be performed by look-
ing at D-score vs. E-score correlations and by looking at mean
D-scores. Specifically, if Formula 2 were true, then the E-
scores should correlate with D-scores only when the I-score
s at the extreme end of the frequency score and no correla-
tion should be seen for the other I-score categories. How~

ever, the E-scores should correlate with O-gcores for all
I-score categories since K in Formula 2 functions essentially

as & constant for all raters. Mean D~scores esssociated with
e particular E-score should not change in any systematic way
as & function of I-score categories, according to non-discre-
pancy theory. '

2) Correlational tests of D and E-scores in OEII:
As is shown in Appendix P, correlational tests for ten vehaviors
studied in OEII reveal overall associations bvetween D-scores and
E-scores in 5 items (Items 8, 15, 21, 27, and 30). Four of
these items (Item 8, 15, 27, and 30) also had significant D vs.
E correlations when considering only the first I-score cate-
gories (the extreme frequency point on the scale). Correla-
tional values in these items for those in the extreme I-score
category ranged from +.65 to +.88. Importantly, there were few
significant D vs8. E correlations in I-score categories other
than the extreme one. 1Item 15 is & good example of a high cor-
relation overall (r=+.43), but attributed predominantly to a
very high correlation in only one I-score category {(r=+.88).
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3) Mean D-score analysis over I-score categories
in OEII: Appendix R shows the mean values of D-score for ten
behaviors in OEII, broken down to all possible E-score and
I-score categories (25 possible combinations). First of all,
one can see that for those items in OEII for which there is

a significant overall correlation between D-score and E-score
(Items 8, 15, 21, 27, and 30), the mean D-scores for. each
E-score categeory change systematically, as would be logically
predicted. It 1s also apparent that it is not easy to dis~
cern a systematic variation of mean D-score in any E-score
category as one varies the I-score. Discrepancy theory would
say that mean D-scores which share & common E-scqore should be
smaller for middle-nf-the-scale I-gscore categories. than for
extreme~-end I-scale categories. ' :

In a few cases, one observes patterns predicted by
discrepancy theory. 1In E-score category 3 for Items 8, 15, 19,
21, and 30, one observes a pattern of decreasing D-scores as
from the extreme to middle I-score categories. However, two
points must be made regarding any strong conclusions. First,
the N values of each category are very small; and, second, the
patterns that are observed are relatively infrequent. If
discrepancy theory were a pervasive fact of life then one would
expect to see more such patterns than actually were seen. The
next study, OEIII, with an increased N, hopefully, would pro-
duce more persuasive information.

4) Correlational tests of O and E-scores in OEII:

Appendix Q shows that all nine analyzed itvems in OEII show
overall associations between O-scores and D-scores. It is

also apparent that the high correlation maintains itself for

& greater number of I-score categories in OEII than was obeerved
in 'the earlier section on D vys. E-score correlations. Item 1k
is an example of an overall O ys. E correlation of +.76 being
also observed for I-score categories 1, 2, and 3. This finding
casts considerable doubt on the validity of Formula 1, as dis-
cussed earlier, and in turn the validity of discrepancy theory.

5) Correlational tests of D and E-scores in OEIII:
As seen in Appendix P, overall correlations between D-gscores
and E-scores in OEIII were significant in six of the 9 items
analyzed in OEIII (Items 8, 14, 15, 19, 27, and 30). It should
be peinted out that only four items (Items &, 15, 27, and 30)
showed significant overall correlations in both OEII and OFRIII.
As vas seen in OEII, the D vs. E correlations in OEIII were sig-
nificant only when the I-score category was on the extreme end

of the frequency scale.

6) Mean D-score analysis over I-score categories
in OEIII: One of the intentions of OEIII was to expand the N
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values from which mean D-scores could be more easlly observed.
Appendix 5 shows the mean D-scores for combinations of E-score
and I-score in the 10 items in OBIII. As in OEII, there are
. a few items which show decreasing mean D-score values ag I-
" 8cores go from extreme to middle (under E-score category 3
for Items 8, 12, 14, 19, 21). Items 8, 12, 19, and 21 contain
. patterns in both OEII and OEIII which are predicted by discre-
pancy theory. Again, however, it is equally easy to sce
patterns of D-score values which are not predicted by discre-
pancy theory. Consequently, the information evenrn in OEIII with
the increased N does aot show clear evidence for the lorical
implications of Formula 1.

7) Correlational tests of O and E-scores in OEIII;

Appendix Q reveals that the O vs. E correlations in OEIII re-
plicate the essential findings of OEIXI. Nine of the ten items
in OEIII showed overall correlations between D-gscores and E-
scores and some degree of maintenance of that correlation when
broken down into I-score categories. Item 14, as an example,
has an overall correlation of +.62 which in I-score categories
l, 2 and 3 i8 +.57, +.61, +.63 respectively.

8) Conclusions: The empirical tests reported above .
in Section J favor a non-discrepancy theory of student eval-
uations. 1In turn, they cast serious doubt on the Coombsian
diserepancy theory which was presented in.the form of Formula
l. A further discussion will follow in Section L of this
Report. '

K. Predictions of an aggregate of E-gcores:

In the Proposal for this program of research, a good deal
of discuscion was made of the possible prediction of an overall
evaluation (Ep-score) by virtue of combining (via a given
formula) separate evaluations of specific teacher behaviors.

It was suggested that a combination of one rater's D-scores,
regarding a set of behaviors, would provide the better means
for predicting that rater's Ep-score than an equivalent com-
bination of E-score: The reasoning behind this assertion lies
in the purported superiority of the D-gcore over the E-score,
a8 belng more valid an indicator of a student's perception of
8 teacher. A sideline interest in aggregations using the
S-score 8s a weighting factor. Presumably, the S~score would
indicate how salient .a given behavior is in the rater's eyes
and how important that behavior would be in & general evaluation
of the teacher,

1) Procedure in OEIII: Each of the 123 student raters
in OEIII gave D-scores for 10 behaviors, E-scores for 10 be-
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haviors, and & sinpic Fp-score. For each rater, the mean
D-score was calculated over the 10 behaviors and the mean
k-score was calculated over the same 10 behaviors. Tor each
rater, the mean D-score and the mean K-score was correlated
with that rater's Ep-score.

In addition, for each rater, the mean D-score aend “
mesn E-score was calculated over the 10 behaviors, using as
a multiplicative weighting factor the S-score for each be-
havior. Since the highest salience score was 5 (in a range
from 1 'to 5), no transformation of S-scores wac necessary.
The formulas for the weighted average of each rater were as
follows:

10 . 10

5 =@ 5, B, or % =& 5 D,
i=1 i=1

i = one of the ten behaviors

84= the S-score for behavior i

Ej= the E-score for behavior i

Di= the D-score for behavior i

Values obtained for each of 123 raters were then correlated to
Ep-score of each rater.

2) Results in OEIII: The findings from this analysis
is summarized in Appendix T. The correlations between mean
E-scores and Ep-scores, and between mean D-scores and Ep-scores
vere virtually identical (r=+.56 vs. r=+.58) and not impressively
high. The correlation of D-scores and E-scores from single
behaviors vs. Er-scores were often of this magnitude or higher

(See Appendix E).

Similar correlations between S*E and Ep-scores, and

between S*D and Ep-scores, produced little or no improvement.
Appendix T shows that now the correlations were +.55 and +.57,
respectively. '

Since the aggregation formulas were so inadequate, no
other analyses were made. The attention was focussed on the
issues of discrepancy theory, discussed in Section J.

L. General summary., conclusions and future plans:

While rather specific interpretations of the data col-

lected are made in earlier sections of this Final Report, some
major conclusions should be made here as the report draws to an end:
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1) Regarding the characteristics of I-scores, one
can well say from all four studies that there is sufficient
variebility in I-score response for one to dispel the appesal~-

.ing hypothesis that an educator can decide & single ideal fre-

quency of behavior end assume & cocrrespondence to the view of
tne students. In addition, Appendix B shows that many teaching
behaviors do not show an extreme frequency as the modal idesal
response, The appesrance of non-monotonicity in l-score clearly
makes difficult any simple transformation of ohservation scores
into an evaluative statement regarding teaching behavior.

@l

2) While I-scores are variable, the data shows that
the distribution of I-scores are rather stable with regard to
the sex of the student, the anticipated grade of the student,
tre course content, the ciourse level, or the actual overall
evaluation of the teacher (Appendix D, E, aad M). A comparison
of I-score distributions from OEII and OFIXII in Appendix N reveals
8 kind ¢f reliability of I-score response over differences in
teacher and student population.

The stability seen in I-score distributions seen in
this project does 1uot, however, ensure stability from other
sources. For example, it is possible that I-score distridutions
nay vary as & result of differences in classroom procedure, e€.8g.,
lecture vs. discussion. Future studies should investigate tue
importance of teaching style, as well &s course content or course
level of instruction,

3) The heart of the program was an attempt to validate
the assertion that evaluationel responses were the result of
cognitive discrepancy calculations between a perceived ideal fre-

quency and a perceived observed. The conclusion drawn from the
data is that an evaluational statement, as in an E-score, is not

constructed from a discrepancy between that student's O-score
and his I-score, but rather more likely constructed from a dis-
¢crepancy between that student's O-score and the extreme end of
the I-score scale. The calculation of mean D-scores in Appendix
R and S show little or no changes as the I-score (supposed
reference point) varies,

The result appears paradoxical. I-scores show vari-
ability and, from the student's report, are sincere and meaning-
ful. Yet, the I-score apperently does not play a role in the
creation of an evaluation of the teacher's behavior. A resolution
of this paradox may come from two avepnues of future experimenta-
tion. One avenue cen be termed the Proximity Problem; the other
avenue can be termed the Semantic Problemn.

The Proximity Problem involves basic structure of the
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questionnaire. The first page elicited I-scores; the second
page, RB=scores; and the third page, O-scores. While it was
deliberately stated in the instructions that the I-scorcs be
relanted to the specific course and situation, it is possible
that answering the I-score section was done on an abstract level,
without relating notions about I-scores to actual evaluative
feelings. If the I-score and the O=-score were more proximal in
spatial terms, the derived Descore might be more closely related
to evaluative feelings about a perticular behavior of the
teacher. A study, planned for the summer of 197k, will vary

the ordinal relationships of the I-score, E-score and O-score
questions and also vary the proximity between the I-score and
O-score portions of the questionnaire. If the non-participa-
tion of I-scores in evaluation were due to spatisl factors, then
as proximity of I-score and O~-score increased, so would the
importance of the I-score in the calculation of teacher evaluu--
tions,

The Semantic Problem involves the necessity in the
studies reported here of re-wording a teacher behavior (where
scales of I~score and O=score could be constructed) into &
teacher attribute (where scales of E-score could be constructed.)
As can be seen in Appendix L, in some instances the transfer
could be made easily (e.g., "Was (should be) flexible" to
"Flexibility"). 1In some instances, the transfer could have
created semantic error (e.g., "Asked more than students could
do" to "Burden of assignments"). An improvement might be seen
by presenting the evaluational question not as an attribute
with a scale from "outstanding” to "poor" but rather as a
behavior with a scale from "very satisfied" to "very dissatis-
fied." While the twc formats of an evaluation may be closely
related, the latter format may prove more understandable to a
student respondent. It is possible that with semantic error

- reduced, the role of the I-score in evaluation may be observed.
A study, also planned for the summer of 1974, will compare the
format styles of E~scores as described above.

If the,proximity of I-score and O-score questions
were maximized and if the potential semantic errcr in behavior
vs, attribute wording were minimized, and if I-scores were still
seen as not playing a role in the evaluational process, then
there would be little served by incorporating student ideals iu
teacher evaluatioin scales. The concept, however, of student
perceptions of teaching ideals appears too valuable from &
sociological view for an easy dismissal, without sdditional
analysis and experimentation. The present research can be viewed
as a cautionary position regarding discrepancy theory, not as a
final refutation.

/
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Appendix A

General Instruction Page for OEA and ORI Questionnaires

.o

This questionnaire should take only 10 or 15 minutes to
complete., It will be done anonymoualy --- therefore do not
write your name, ID number or any personal identification on
the machine-scorable answer sheets which are enclosed with the
evaluation iteums.

We are interested in your honest judgment of the ideal

freguency of behavior for the follewing 30 items. We would like
to know how fregquently you as a student in this particular class

would like or prefer a given teaching behavior to occur.

If, however, any of the first 30 items appear objection-
able or inapplicable, feel free to omit your response to that
itenm. ' '

Ee~ item can be answered by marking, any one of five

ggss%ble frequencies associasted with that itew. Here is a sample
em!

Should be friendly. ' .

a. Almost always
b. Often

¢. Occasionally
d. Seldom

e. Almost never

If you feel, for example, that the instructor of a course
such as this should be friendly or that you would prefer that the
instructor be friendly "almost always" you should mark with a
pencil the (a) alternative for this item in your enswer sheet.

REMINDER: We are NOT interested in “ow the instructor is, but
rather in how the instrucvor of this course shou;d be.

After you ere done with the 30 items, please answer itenm

31, the general evaluation question located at the end of the
item sheet. :
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Appendix B

Percentage of each

Item in Questionnaire Response Mode of I--scorel —

. Study Code 1 2 3 4 5
1. Should demonstrate OEA 80 15 0 2 3
‘ compreheasive knowledge OEI c0 15 b 1 0
of his/her subdject. OEII 53 26 19 2 o]
OEIII not presented
2. Should exhibit a sense OEA 32 59 9 0 0
- of humor. OEI 22" 42 31 1 0
OEII not presented '
OEIII not presented
3. Should assign much OEA o} 0 37 27 36
N homevork. OEl 2 10 43 23 18
€ ' OEIIX 2 3 Ly 29 22
OEIII not presented
’
L. Should try to show practical OEA 60 36 L 0 0
s%;pplications of the subject OEI 39 37 18 2 1
matter. OEIIX not presented
OEIII not presented
5. Should state material OEA 85 15 0 0 0
clearly. OEI 8 10 3 0 o)
; OEII 8 T 3 ‘ 2 0
OEIII not presented
6. Should be understanding OEA 61 36 3 0 0
of students. OEI 59 34 6 1 0
OEII not presented
OEIII not presented
7. Shoudl display intellectual OEA 23 30 30 T 0
interests in subjects other OEI 31 31 35 3 0
than his/her own OEII 25 25 L3 é 2
OEIII not presented

lResponse mode "1" = "almost always" and response mode "§5" =
"almost never." '
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Percentage of each

Item in Questionnaire 3 Response Mode of I-score
Study Code _1 2 3 4 5.
8. Should generate excitement " OEA L7 45 8 0 0
about subject being taught. OEI 59 33 6 2 0
. OEII 65 24 11 0 0
) . OEIII 61 32 6 1 0
9. Should maintain a tight OEA 11 21 49 13 6
- : control over class. QEI 11 23 42 14 10
g ' OEII not presented 4
OEIII not presented !
10. Should describe in detail OEA 2l 39 28 7 &
what should be done and OEI 33 30 22 12 . 3
how it should be done. OEII 38 34 25 A 1
OEIII not presented
11. Should be well prepared OEA 96 4 0 0 0
for class. OEI 83 1k 2 1 0
OEIIX not presented
OEIII not presented
12. Should be sarcastic with OEA 2 0 22 38 38
gstudents. ' OFI 2 2 12 32 52
OEII 1 2 23 32 L2
OEIII 0 3 11 25 6l
13. Should present the course OEA 69 25 3 3 0
in a highly organized 0EI Lo Lo 15 5 0
manner. OEII .37 31 22 T 3
OEIII- . not presented
. 1k, Should be dynamic and OEA 55 32 13 0 0
outgoing OEI 17 50 29 3 1
OEII 36 W4 19 1 :0
OEIII 35 50 14 1 "0
15. Should encoursage student OEA Lo 30 3G 0 0
participation in class. OEI 42 37 17 3 1
OEIIX 38 41 19 3 0
OEIII Ly 35 18 3 0
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20'

2l.

22'

23.

Item in Questignnaire

Should tolerate dis-.
agreement

[

Should establish & good
rapport with students
in the classroom.

phould allow students to
volunteer their own
opinions. ~——

Should be flexible adbout
running the course.

-Should make isolated

facts fit into a whole.

Shoulé folilow an outline
closely.

Should rephrase explana-
tions to clarify poiats.

Should motivate students
to work hard.

- Percentage of each
Response Mode of l-score

Study Code 1 2 3. .4,
OEA b7 38 13 2
OEI 63 26 10 2
OEII 55 36 8 2

=~ OQEIII not presented
OEA 79 21 0 o]
OEI 62 31 5 2
OEII not presented
OEIII not presented
~OEA 48 33 15 4
OEI 6L 29 . 5 2
OEII 82 16 0 0
OEIII not presented
OEA 9 3 33 L
OEI Lo 34 20 . b
OEII Lo 41 18 2
CEIII 55 33 12 0
OEA 53 33 L o
OEI L 37 15 3
OEII not presented
OEIII not presented
OEA 17 L7 26 6
OEI L T 37 37
OEII 11 34 L1 10
OEIII 10 19 50 1k
OFA 55 36 9 0
OEI 4o 35 22 2
OFII 38 L2 19 0
OEIII not presented
OEA 53 28 13 L
OEI 28 4s 20 T
OEII not presented
CEIII not presented
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Percentage of each

Item in Questicunaire Response Mode of l-score
. Study Code _1 2 3 Y 5
v \\,’
¢4, Should be neatly dressed. OEA 32 20 35 11 2
- CEI 17 24 34 16 8
. OEII ) not presented
OEIII not presented
25. Should ask for more than OEA 2 L 15 43 36
students could do, OEI 3 6 30 20 L1
OEIIX 2 3 16 28 52
OEIII 0. N 15 22 59
26, Should try to relate course OEA 28 19 45 6 2
material to that of other OEI 19 2k 36 14 T
courses OEII not presented
OEIII not presented
27. Should be up-to-date on OEA 70 26 2 0 2
contemporary issues related 0EIX 59 30 8 1 0
to the course. OEII 68 19 10 3 0
OEIII 81 19 0 0 0
28. Should become personally  OEA 15 23 32 26 4
involved with his/her "' QEI 11 20 36 20 13
students OEII 10 25 45 12 9
OEIII not presented
29, Should be unfriendly and OEA 0 2 2 8 67
aloof. OEIX 1 2 3 18 76
OEII 1l 1 3 1l 93
OEIII 1 0 2 L 93
30. Should present subject OEA L5 36 15 2 2
matter at a level compreo- 0EI 52 23 18 6 1
hended by all student~ in QEII 69 25 L 0 2
the class. OEIII T4 21 5 0 0
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Appendix C

Overall evaluation question (Ep-score)

for OEI, OEII and OEIII.

How would you rate your instructor in generalloverall
teaching abillity? .

a. An outstandine and stimulating instructor.

bP. A very good instructor.
c. A good instructor.

d. An adequate but not stimulating instructor.
e. A poor and inadequaste instructor.

1]

-2L-
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Appendix D

ANOVA effects on I-scores in OEI

‘ Questionnaire Subject Ares Subject Level Interaction\\\

ltenm ___ Effect - “Effect Effect

3 ' F=5.53, p<€ .05 N.S. N.S.

5 N.S. N.S. F=5.99, p&.05
T F=5.38, p¢ .05 N.S. e N.S.

8 F=5.22, p¢ .05 N.S. N.S.

% - N.s. N.S. F=b.17, p<.os‘
22 N.S. F=5.84, p €.05 N.S.

25 N.S. . N.S. F-4.87, p¢ .05
27 F=24.16, p<€ .00l N.S. N.S.

30 F=7.94, pg .01 N.S. N.S.

Non-significant Results in any of the above ANOVA tests

Items 1,2,&,6,9,10,11,12,1&,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,23,2u.
26,28,29. ' ‘

Note: Of a total of 90 ANOVA tests in OEI, nine were
significant at the .05 Type 1 error level.
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Correlation of Ep-score with I,E,0,S8, and D-score

Appendix E

[

Item 1in

Questicnnaire

1

-26-

Study _ A
Code I-score E-score O-score S-score D-score
r=+.17

OEI p=.°31 - - -
r=+.58 r=+,30

OEI1 N.S. p=.001 p=.006 N.S.

OEIII not presented

OEI NUSQ - - -

OEIIX not presented

OEIII not presented

OEI K.S. - - -
r=-023

OEII N.So p=.°28 N.s. N-S.

OEIIXI not presented

OEI N.S. - - -

OEII not presented

OEIIX not presented

OEI NQS. - h - h - 6
r=+, 44 ra+,49 r=+,60

OEII N.s. p™.001  p=.011 p=.001

OEl1II not presented

OEI N.S. - - -

OEII not presented

OEIII not presented

OEI NcSn - - -
r=+,43

OEII N.S. p=.001 M.S. N.S.

OEIII uot presented



Correlation of Egp-score with I,E,0,5, and D-score

G- aas e

Item in Study
Questionnaire Code I~gcore E~sgcore  O-score S~score D-score
8 OEI N.S. - - - -
r=+,52 r=+,43 r=-.27 r=+.26
OEll N.S. p=.001 p=.001 p=.014 p=.017
r=+,55 r=+,61 r=+,54
' r=+.,27
' 9 OEI p=.001 - - - -
OEII not presented
OEIII not presented
r=+.17
10 QEI p=.030 - - - -
r=+,28
OEII N.S. p=.o°9 N.S' N.S. NoSo
OEIII not presented
ll OEI N.S. - - - -
OEII not presented
OEIII not presented
12 OEI N.S. b - - -
r=+,24 r=2+,25
OEII p=.°2h pg.oal NoSo NoSo N.S.
=-,29 r=+.,16
OEIII N.S. N.S. p=.001 N.S p=.035
r=+.23
13 OEI p=.00k - - - -
» r=+025 N
OEII .8, N.S. p=.021 N.S. N.S.
OEIII not presented

-27=



Correlation of Ep-score with I,E,0,S8, and D-score

o Item in - Study _
‘ Questionnaire (Code I-score E-score O-secore S-score D-score
. lu OEI Nlts. - - - -
: r=+.52 r=+.52 r=-,35
OEIl N.S. p=.001 p=.001 p=.002 ¥:5.
r=+.60 r=+.60 r=-.260
OEIII N.S. pa.OOI p=o°°ll p=001h NoSo
r=+,23
15 OEI p=.005 - - - -
r=+,30 r=+,28 r=+.25
OEII NoSo p=.°07 p=-01l N.So p=.018
re+,29 r=+,31 r=+,36
OEIII  N.S.  p..001 p=.001 "5+ p=.001
16 OEI N.S. - - - -
r=+.33 r=+. 47 r=+,50
OEII N.S. p=.003  p=.00l N.S.  L..001
OEIII not presented
17 OEI N.S. - - - -
OEII not presented
OEIII not presented
18 OEI N.S. - - -
- r=+, bl r=+,35 r=+.31
OEII - N.S. =,001 p=.002 N.S. p=.005
OEIII not presented
19 OEI NoSo - - - -
=4,
OEII ¥.5.  betoon  N.S. N.S.  N.S.
r=+,38 r=+,27 r=+,21
OEIII N.S. p=.001 p=.001 N.S. p=.011
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Correlation of Eq-score with I,E,0,85, and D-score

Item in Study

* Questionnaire Code l-score E-score O-gcore S-score D-scorg
, 20 OEI NOSO - . - - -
OEII not presented

OEIII not presented

21 OEI NOSO - - - -
r=+.,22 N.S
OEII NOSO p=2033 NoSo N.S. . .
r=+,22 r=+,31 r=-,22
OEIII p=.007 p=.001 NoSo p=.006 NoSo
22 OEI. NOSO - - - -
_ r=+,37 r=+,35 r=+,20
OEII NoSc p=.001 p=0002 p=.0h6 N.S.
OEIII not presented
r=+.,18
23 OEI p=.021 - - - -
OEII not presented
OEIII not presented
24 OEI N.S. - - - -
OEII not presented
CEIII not presented
. A
25 QEI ‘NOSO - - - -
: "Jr=+027
OEII p=.015 N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
OEIII N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
26 OEI N.S. - - - -
OEII not presented

OEIII not presented
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Correlation of Ep=score with I,E,0,8, and D-score

-30-

Item in Study
Questionnaire Code I-gcore E-~-score O-gscore S-score D-score
27 OEI N.S. - - - -
r=+037 r=+03° ra-oah r=+:2h
OEII N.S. p=.001 p=.006 p=.025 p=.02k
r=+,36 r=+,27 . r=+,17
OEIII NoSo pg.OOl P=.°°1 NoSo p=.028
28 OEI N.s. - - - -
r=+,45 r=+,28¢ r=+,40
OEII N.S.  p=,001 p=.c20 N-8. p=,001
OEIII not presented
29 OEI N.S. - - - -
r=+,32
OEII N-s. pg.ooh N.S. NoSo NoSo
r=+oh6 r=-.27 r=020
OEIII N.S. p=.001 p=.001 N.S. r=,012
30 OEI N.S. - - - -
r=+,60 r=+,25 r=+.25
OEII N.S. =,001 p=,020 N.S.  p=.020
r=+.40 r=+,45 r=+.,4h
OEIII N.S. p=.001 p=.001 N.S. p=.001



Appendix F ..ﬁ

L] Vé

{

Background Questions for OEA, OEI, OEII, and OEIII studies.

{N
1; Sex.

&. Male
b. Fenmsale

2, OCOrade point aversage.

- 3-6 - l4.0 ’

b- 3-1 - 3-5 >
c. 2.6

do 2.1 - 2-5 -

F _ e. 2.0 :

3, Year.

a. Freshman
b. Sophomore
c. Junior
d. Senior

L, 1Is this course in the field that you are majoring in?

a. Yes, this is a course in my tield of specialization.
b. No, this is not & course in my field of speciali-
zation.

5. Is this course meeting your expectations? Are you pleased
with your decision to teke this course?

g, Yes
b. No

6. Based on your gredes in this course so far, what do you
expect to get as a final grade?

a. A
b, B
c. C
d. D
e. F

-31-




. . Appendix G

Mancy

Instructions for l-score responses in OEII and OEIII.-

We are interested in your honest judgment of the idesal
freguencx of teaching behavior for the following 10 items. We
want to know how frequently you would like or prefer a given
behavior to occur. Lach item can be answe:ed by marking any
one of £he five possible frequencies associated with that item.

b
ks

~ Here is a sample itenm.

Should be friendly.

a. Almost always
b. Often

¢. Occasionally
d. Seldon

e. Almost never

If you feel, for example, that the instructor should be
friendly or that you would prefer that the instructor be
friendly or that you wculd prefer that the instructor be
friendly ‘'almost elways,' you should merk the (a) alt native
for this item in ydur answer sheet, Remember: We are not
interested in how the instructor is but rather in how the in-

structor should de.

-32-




Appendix H

Instructions for E-score responses in OEII and OEIII.

For the following items we are concerned with an evalua-

tional rating aloag a five-point scale ("outstandiqg," "good,"

"adequate,” "fair," or "poor") of this teacher's competence for

each given teaching behavior. Each item can be answerea dy
marking any one of the five possible ratings assocliated with that

item. Here is a samrie item.

Rapport with students in class.
a. Outstanding

b. Good

c. Adeguate

d. Fair

e. Poor

If you feel, for example, that this teacher's "rapport

with students in class" was 'good' you should mark the (b)

alternative for this item in your answer sheet.

-33-




Appendix I

Instructions for o-scbre responses in OEII and OEIII.

-

We are interepted in your honest Judgment of the observed
frequency of behavior for the following 10 items. We want to

‘know how frequently you have observed a given teaching behavior

to occur in this class. Each item can be answered by marking

any one of five possible frequencies associated with that item.

Here is & sample item.
Was friendly.
a. Almost always

b. Often
¢c. Occasionally

d. Seldom
e, Almost never
“ If you feel, for example, that the instructor is friendly
'almost always' you should mark the (a) alternative for this

item in your answer sheet.

¢
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Appendix J

Instructions for S-score responses in OEII and OEIII,

We are interested in how important you consider.the
attributg in arriving at & general, over-all view of teaching
. effectiveness. We are not interestgd in how positive or
negative the particular attribute is, nor in how the instructor
ranks with respect to this attribute, only in how much effect

end observation of this attribut would have on an over-all

rating of the teacher. Here ig a sanmple item:

Spitting on the floor during class.

a. Of next to no importance

b. Not very important

c. Of only moderate importance
d. Important

e. Extremely important

If you feel, for example, that spitting on the floor
during cless would be 'extiemely important' informétion in ar-

riving at an over-all rating of the teacher, you should mark

the (e) alternative for this item in your answer sheet.
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Appendix K

General Instruction Page for QEII angd

OEIII Questionnaires

This questionnsire is part of a continuing study of

teacher evaluation processes under the direction of Dr. Charles
F. ﬁevinthal of the Department of Psychology, and funded by the
U.8. Office of Education.

We are particularly concerned with the various ways of

looking at teaching behaviors. Located at the top of each page

you will find & set of specific directions indicating what type

of response is required for the items below., If, however, any
of the items appear objectionable or inapplicable,hyou may omit
your response to that item.

Each question is numbered and appropriate responses
should be made by completely blackening the appropriate space
on the enclosed machin: scorable answer sheet, After you have
finished answering each page of ltems go to the next page. Do
not return to make any changes in your answer,

This questionnaire should take only 20 or 25 minutes to

complete, It will be done anonymously --- therefore do not

write your name or aay rersonal identification on the answer

shee

-
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Ttem
No.,

12
1k

19

21

25

27

29

30

Appendix L

Question Statement Formats for Items
used in both OEII and OEIII

Format for I and O scores

(Should) generate excite-
ment about subject being
taught.

(Should) be sarcastic.

(Should) be dynamic and
outgoing.

(Snould) encourage student
participation in class.

(Should) be flexible sbout
running the course

(Should) follow an outline
closely.

(Should) ask for more than
students could do.

(Should) be up-to-date on
contemporary issued related
to the course.

(Should) be unfriendlytzhd
aloof.

(Should) present subject

matter at a level compre-
hended by all students in
the class.

-37-

“Format for E and S scores

Generating excitement about
subject.

Sarcasm -

'l

Dynamic and outgoing.
Encouragement of class
participation. ‘

Flexibility about running
the course.

Following an outline closely.
Burden of assignments.

Competence in recent ad-
vances in field.

Friendliness

Ability to present subject
matter comprehensibly to
total class.
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Appendix M
. ANOVA effects upon I-scores
Questionnaire .
Items used in .
either OEII Study . Anticipated
or OEIII Cecde Sex effect prade effect Interaction
8 OEII N.S. N.S. N.S.
OEIII N.S. F=b ,61, p .05 - N.S.
18 OEII N.S. N.S. F=4,22, p{.
OEIII - = =~ not presented - - =
27 OEII N.S. N.S. N.S.
OEIII F=4,8L, pdg .05 N.S. N.S.

Nonsignificant Results in any of the above ANOVA tests:

Items 1,3,5,7,10,12,12,14,15,16,19,21,22,25,28,29,30
(presented in OEII)

Items 12,14,15,19,21,25,29,30
(presented in OEIII)

Fote: Of a total of 90 ANOVA tests in OEII and OEIII,
three were significant at the .05 Type 1 error level,

T N
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ANOVA effects upon E-scores

‘Questionnaire
Items used in
either OEII Study Anticipated,
or OEIII Code Sex effect grade effect Interaction
5 OEII N.S. F=L4.65, p<¢ .05 N.S.
OEIII - -~ = not presented - « =
10 OEII N.S. F=k.25, p€ .05 N.S.
OEIII - = =« not presented - - -~
1k OEII . N.S. F=L,16, p€ .05 N.S.
OEIII N.S. N.S, N.S.
21 OEII F=6.99, p€.05 N.S. N.S.
OEIII N.S, N.S. N.S.
22 OEII N.S. F=5.81, p< .01 N.S.
OEIII - = = not presented - - -
27 CEII N.S. N.S. N.S.
OEIII F=5.8k, p€ .05 N.S. F=3.k1, pg¢ .05
‘ .
29 OEII N.S. N.S. F=3.29, p(.OS
OEIII N.S. N.S. N.S.

Nonsignificant Results in any of the above ANOVA tests:

Items 1,3,7,8,12,13,15,16,18,19,25,28,30
(presented in OEII)

Items 8,12,15,19,25,30
(presented in OEIII)

Note: Of a total of 90 ANOVA tests in OEII and OEIII,

eight were significant at the .05 level, and one was
significant at the .01 level.
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ANOVA effects upon O~scores

Questionnaire
Items u.ed in : \
. either OEII Study A Anticipated
or OEITI Code Sex eflect grade effect Interaction .
N ' :
¢ B 1 OEII N.S. N.S. F=4.00, p& .05
OEIII - = =« not presented - - =
8 "OEII  F=5.03, p<{.05 " N.S. N.S.
OEIII N.S. N.S. N.S.
13 OEII N.S. F=3.22, p< .05 'N.s.
OEIII - = - not presented - «- -
1L OEIT N.S. F=4,86, p<£.65 N.S.
OEIII N.S. N.S. N.S.
19 OEII N.S. N.S. F=L4, 04, pg .05
OEIII N.S. N.S. N.S.
21 OEII F=6.99, p<{ .05 N.S. N.S.
OEIII N.S. N.S. N.S.,
30 OEII N.S. F=8.97, p<€.01 N.S.
OEIII N.S. , N.S, N.S.

Nonsignificant effects in any of the above ANOVA tests:

Items 3,5,7,10,12,15,16,18,22,25,27,28,29
(presented in OEII)

Items 12,15,25,27,29
(presented in OEIII)

Note: Of a total of 90 ANOVA tests in OEII and OEIII,
seven were significant at the .05 level, and one was

significant at the .0l level.
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ANOVA effects upon D-scores

Questionnaire Items Antlclipated
in OEIII only Sex effect . grade effect Interactlion
8 F=4,67, p £ .05 N.S. N.S.

'F=h.25’ p( '05 NoSo F=6.92, p<u°l

Nonsignificant results in any of the above ANOVA tests:

Items 12,14,15,19,21,25,29,30
(presented in OEIII)

ANOVA of D-scores not performed for OEII data.
Note: Of & tota) of 30 ANOVA tests in OEIII, three

were significant at the .05 level and one was
significant at the .0l level.
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Appendix N

Item in
Questionnaire Study Code

8 OEII
OEIII

12 ' OEII
OEIII

1k OEII
OEIII

15 OEII
OEIII

19 OEII
OEIII

21 OEIIX
OEIII

25 OEII
OEIII

a7 OEII
OEIII

29 CEII
. OEIII
30 OEII
OEIII

4o

response mo
1 2

Percentage of each

65
61

o P

Ww
S ON

Ly

Lo
55

il
10

o

68
81

e

Th

24

32.

w N

Ly
50

L1
35

L1
33

3k
19

& w

19
19

o+

25
21

11
6

23
1l

18
12

L1
50

16

15

)de of [-score
3 b

——

p)

O

32
25

W w

10
1k

18
22

o w

~Ww

52
58

93
93 .
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Appendix ©

Number of significant correlational tests
with ET-score (numerator) relative to number

possible (denominator) in OEII and OEIIT
Study Code I-score E-score O-score _ D-score
CEI 7/30 - - -
OEII 2/30 18/20 . l2/20 8/20
OEIII 1/10 8/10 s 8/10 7T/10
p
~ L]

Number of significant ANOVA tests with
demographic variaples (numerator) relative
to_number possible (demominator)

Study Code I-score E-score O-score D-score
OEII 1/60 6/60 6/60 not analyzed
OEIII 2/30 1/30 0/30 3/30
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Aggregate summaries in OKIII

mean E-score over 10 behaviors vs. Ep-score r = +.58
mean D-score over 10 behaviors vs. Ep-score r = +.56
SHE vs. Egp-score A _ r = +.55
S*D vs. Eq-score r = +.57
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